Direct measures of fitness components are needed
to evaluate habitat quality. Fitness is expected to decline from optimal to suboptimal habitats (Fretwell 1972) . Consequently, we believe that relative fitness indices of individuals associated with each habitat type need to be measured and compared before the quality of winter habitat can be assessed (see Martin 1992) . Specific fitness indices such as home range or territory size (because fitness may vary with density of birds), site fidelity, overwinter turnover, overwinter survival probability, and annual return rates need to be compared within species across an array of habitats. Few demographic data of this sort have been available from wintering sites to assess habitat quality or factors affecting overwinter survival. Notable exceptions Wunderle (1995) , and Sherry and Holmes (1996) .
One result of using abundance indices to assess habitat quality is that many species appear to be widely dispersed in a variety of habitats on the wintering grounds, suggesting that they are generalists (Prediction no. 1). Although many migrant species use early successional or disturbed habitats disproportionately on their wintering grounds (Keast and Morton 1980, Terborgh 1989 , Petit et al. 1995 , numerous other species have been suggested to be habitat specialists in winter (Terborgh 1989 , Hutto 1992, Sherry and Holmes 1995). Rappole and Morton (1985) and Rappole and McDonald (1994) In more general terms, we suggest that comparison of optimal winter and summer sites is insufficient to assess population trends because numerous regional influences potentially may affect one site and not another. Even within the breeding grounds, local and regional population trends may differ due to many environmental influences. As a result of these influences, local and regional differences in species population trends are clearly evident ( 
